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TO ]imi\i vt\m ifi mm 

Over tilt) Itt^t two decades resedrdiers and oraCtitianers imvp bom 
ii; i:ely iiwdr? Di Ui^ iiiipurtarU rosour^?^ tliot ^Qcial siiii^irt j/U^::'^ i'tipply 
U) poupio dUcniptifiq to cope with stro^^njl lifo mH.i uobb, 
(ioyraili, iiendRrsiin, If^'^). In i^oit cesis, tiOwes/ir, itiidiei hivi 
\myM unduly gn siiperfkial cliaratteriltlcs pf pcial relatioiiships, 
lyiiorinij whdt fiiafiy reseafCherl be) love to bi liiore Critiyl dHfri-iinants of 
tliNddptiyf value of mW sypport. Lcwinthali for mmk, hu ri- 
re^tdly exprelifd diinay that, dispitg tht iiiiportitiee iiviral thiorists 
tittisct! to tliP need for intiinacy* few invoiUptofl have nieasured the 
^juality, dopth or reciprocity of socidl relationEhips 1n their attempts 
IP assr^^ thQ stress-buffirifig foli of mu\ luppDrt (Lpwinthal and 
Wmn, IMO; LQwinthal ifid tobiiisoni 1976; Loviinthal afidyeiii, I§7Ej, 
Horc rpceiitly, lleiis (in press) csnclydid that* 'Mk the link between 
interperiDnai intiiivicy arid orif 'i stitg of welNbiiHg or adaptation iiiay 

evident, ihm is very little taRientation of = . . [intifiiacy's] 
role M a resource for idaptatiDn in th^ f^ce of Streis.' To evaluate 
tiii^ link niiipifically, the presort btudy iiseised how hiviny a confiding 
Ipoyyl roldtionship and/or a confiaant outsldg thg niarltil M aftated 
penpir'^ dhility to cope with vlrious stf§S'?fyl Mti OEcyrririg dyring 
thi> adiilt years. 

AUhouqii analyses of confiding relationships have been infrequint^ 
appeariny uften as peripheral coiiiponents uf t) ^Udj, there i^ iiiouiitinij 




lif NuiiierDDS Urij^^ful situaions, inclydinr i^nr^ inne^? [km, 
Bhriikhdjii afiil Wb] , Jcib-reidied ^tro^f ([liirkc and Heir, 19??) 
^iriiJ wtdowhoi^i {imii, \m\ CHcL et aK, Updid, 1?/], liiher^ 
IMih iuvurtheluss, loniiUiJdtniji Mndinp rffparttM hy Ifjcrithtil 

aiid iioiy (15/u) ^upgest that tfio positive effect tha^ iniifnaLe ri^ltUinnq 
hm m adaptation dis^ip^ites over Line ond Is siibjoiL lu act dnd t,jfiiier 
variatiofis, 

Indeed, Loth the likdlhuod of Hai/ing a CQfifidant dfid ik prospects 
for 'orRfiLiny iroi:i intifiidte LiU^chnent^ to Vtiry by aqe, qendgfj 
R^rital and iQciq-econpnilc stitus, aUhOygh stydies have d^safireed 
aiioiit dir^^ctiun of thciie effects, in i;iost invcUigiitianii, mm 
were fiiore likely than iiien to have a tanfidint arid to reach beyond their 
ippiise for intifisacy and affection (Arth, \%2- Booth, 19??; Lowenihs' 
and Haven, 196B; Powers and Bultena, ]iJ6; Tips, towgill and jiabenstoin, 
15B0). rie^a^rchor^ also have CQncliidid that ^larriage depr:issei confiding 
hohovior with frientls and rilatim (Booth and ilo^,^, 1574, Powfrs and 
jyUena, Wh] and tiiat intii'Vita reiationihlps-^with both ^pgyse and 
Other aiipclate^=dlninish ^^ith ap (Arth, ]%2\ Heisi, in preis). 
Curiously, fioweveri the iiiost freqyently cited stydy (Lowenthal ai^d llaveni 
IjOB) repQrtL'd no dye'related decline and foyiid the propfjrtian of 
individuals hayir^g confidants to be higher aifiong liiarried^thin widowed or 
single reipondents-finding^ contradictory to other studies probably 
because Loi^ienthal and Ha^en ifiveitiydted an oId@r yinpli (gvir age 60), 
Reports of the offects of sociQ^eCDnoriic statui are incpn^istenl: 
Powir^ and Mim (l9J6j fyjnd that nialos^ but not feitialos, were (liore 
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lii'i'ly (\ dfi^e ff\^M. if they Mr} 6. I'^i^tl^^ly Ich Incoiiie; 

but in Lnijentliiil rind H^vtifi'^ ynpir^, confiddoU wt!^=e mQ imm 

rforud ttin intjiiMtP reUUyn^^^ps tm^e^^i m ^im^in] aspects 
!if lifp ?v^n*;^ fOf" nidpr (ninr nrn hut f^! 'niinqp'" ^^diilts. ^irioifU 
IIP fniiin! [iiot iltiioyqli i¥. \m] of intiiii^icy with m'] ^paui^e ncnf?rdl!y 
v/]5 lGi/(' in nlder ape yraypj, its ^^fet ^ bLiffor tfi ^tre^S 
hiiiH'r |n facti yoyny wonien who ScorBd hit]h oil 'i^eiss' intiniacy EQle^. 
5ufferhi iiynific^fr / iiere stre^ frcm lif? eyent^ than thoif^ with low 
mm. -m^ ;!i]dd)e-aged indiyidyili, h]mrt and Luikart foiind 
.1 significdrit poritiv^: correlatiyn between hdviii| a confidant aiiii Hfo 
rrjti^'Mtinti for insle'i only, \ikTm in Lowinthil and Haven*s (1563] 
^jt'id'/ 0^ oUj^r people, tM muU of both nien i^Ofnen wris enhanced by 
hdviiii] ^ Cdnfidilnt. 

Ssrio reseafc^ers hav§ qiiostiofifd wfiHttiir certain types Of confiding 
roliiLidnshipi are me adaptive than otkn. (in pre^^j, for 
exaiiiplo, rEcisOned that since thi level sf intiiriacy with frignd^ tend^ 
to rDiiiiiin conUant across adylthood while ipfluii! intimacy general ly 
decline'?, inti«?i3te friendships should bi a iirTt^ stpificant r^^Dyrc? 
tiifiri llie spuusal relationship in adapting to stress; Ms data, hgwevpr, 
revioled just tti? oppositg pittern, Sin!ilajiy.i Dynckley ^nd Lute! 
(19/9) fuund that whiniver the tyfti of confid^mt had a significant 
effect on the life satisfactieR of tHeir ilderly rBpondentSi higlier 
^ti^rjctio') m ^isoeiatid with Nnng i fpfly wber rather than i 
frienil civ helping profossicnd n confidant, Ihk to contrndicl 
d number of ^tiid'iis reporting thtt iDoral^ aiiiOiiq the elderly H influenced 
i;inrp b]' r(?liit)un^hjps Nilh friEnd^ than rpl^tivei (see Brgt^n, lOOlj. 



ifi cppifin with nmM mm if rMyinfi upon m or two innfid^iit^ 
iff^tntisl uf ItirijiT m'lwfirl of iiiiifikUi? frijiirii^iiip^. In iWir 
infnrt (r riMijinfi. linii^n, t^t ^jl/r (|n/s; -jin.,!;,; 
fifi IfUiiiiiK' iS^ociiU^ in (ivt/rtiiii) (ii^tru!>; fyilowiiKj d 'j\im\' iltn^Ss, 
I'lllnr m lm^y\ 'mi nol only thn tn^^ el'fr.t .:.;s '-iax-r 
for wOfTi^n th^in iifri M dhn that revert) i ncqyaifif-inLij^ ^m^K {:> 
m\^v ju>[ effKiivo j !)yfff;r to diUreH as a confiddnt dul, 
Tln^ Cjnlrfj-iiLts iieiiiier^oii. h ^],'s (19/0) findtnq [m mmiK 
iyiiiptDm Wire heightened mr^ by tht dbserce of intiinate attachini-it^ 
than by a Uci f f superficial rilation^fiips. Ui, Grargvetter (19/3) 
drgued that in mm am d "bu^e^nit' social network with linLm 
to indi vidua is boyond ore'? own dctjiirintariCes provided niore iriefyl 
resoiirces than d w>rB \nimie mimrk of li^-inciates, ^Min nf 
individualH dttefiipting tg iecyre an illegai abortion (Liie, W] or 
land a job iGranpvetter* 19?4) suppgrted this thi^sis. Indoed, 
mi U^pm' (iiN) fifidiny that persofidlity and lifestyle influence 
whet^r an individual develeps intimate or detacW relationships 
syjoesti that the ad^ptiveniii of confidant relatiOiis niay depend on 
whether or not tlioy m m^^Hibh M thi indi^iduar^ interpersonal 
dispoiltion. could ppUin, for eiample, why Isv^enihiil [IP) 
foynd thot the elder persons m%l vulnirablD to piychiGlrir hospitali^ 
lation or low marale were not lifelong isolates biit intliHdyals who 
M tried arid failed to eitabli^li intimate rglatlonships. 

In mi, the pattern^ and Cqntfadictjons that have eiierged frpfii 
ifiveUiptiDns nf ihtimto reliitioinhips undgrscorD the need for a n'ore 
sy^teniatic and co^'prphenUve m\n\^ of how cnnfidants affect people's 
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iif'tO'is k' ■'■m with ^tn'S^fu! lifg evmit^. The nifii of thti prBLint 
Uiiijy wo^ it) provide siiCli dn snalyd^ by eddi^tfuinq four iniijnr 
ijue^tionL fmi, <irg the pobitlvf effats pf confidante iippliCdtle 
0!i!v W'^ fpv; ^[:D;:ifk f.vne*; nf ';tr3h^.!;' i:v?nfs t^^t h^vn i<r,jfi 
exariiri^d gr (JQ they ypply Kmi ttiG t-anq^ nf events IM Org likely 
:d ouyr hrm jduUhuddi SctQnil, af^e the^e e^fectb niedt^Lud by 
SOiul fcictqrs, ificjiidiriij ^ge, race* iiiarital drd igcio'ecgnoniic 
^taiii? fliird, does tlii type gf associste^-spoiisi, relativg, friond, 
f?tc.-with who:i one binlds intim^t! re^tinn^hip mk e diffewp? 
Finally, is it possible to w^igh the comparative advanUge Df havirig 
a confidant versus relying upon a fiiore loQI^knit iypport fiitwerl?? 



fiETjiOO 



Ilie of the intended respufidpnl m {ircliUed to mm eqijijl 
reprpsentation of m\B^ mil f%mW,. dct^iU nf \jw fiiiipiing 
priit&durf ari? evditaiib el^owhon^ (Pedrlln, Wh]. jn every 

particlpn? iii a 'fpllpw^yp" ^tudy vMs reiniervi^wiid. hrM for 
tliiiir loi^r ^QC^o^uConoiiijc ^U'lui qIilI nigiier dvorifje (iqc, t[i(j 1/ 
percent (n'i:jlj v.:U nere l&cated biit refiised to participate iiyain 
did itDt diffEr ^ignificaiitly from the 11(10 respofidint^ who were 
reinterviewd. However, conD^red tn all ]1W has? Wm rp^pondent^ 
who Here not reifiterviewid, thg HoS who did participate in tin 
foiiow^up itudy were dj^proportlonitely wtiiti, iiiarried, and relatively 
high in SQciQ-DCQnoiiiic itilu!, and were b\mi toward the niore stable, 
ytisflid and (rtrately itressed portiOfii of the Qriginal yniple, 

Social iietwork Hoiiures 



llie present Itydy v/ai part of a loryitudinil investigation 
tonc^rned with haw peopii adjuit to niajor life events and itresiful 
lituationi occurring acrop iduUM. lt)e Initial ''bas§ lini" 
interviews were condycted in Wl with 2M individuals whD, collet 
tively, tad ^ representative SMiple of adylti ige U in 6b living 
ii! the Chicaqp llrbaRtifd Area. The m\}k m pnerated by a hou^p- 
hfjlij diiifef (iietfiod airong randOfiily ^elGCtnd blocks and cpnsns trdttf,. 
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The follov/^up intifview cqntained a nymbEr of questjons desifned 
to e^aluati thi respondent's ififormal iocill iyppoft network Ihe 
central qyistion for the priient itUdy was, "tang yoor friends ^nd 
relativei, excluding your ipouie, 1i there soffleone ypy feel you can 
tell jyU about afiythlno to* mm^ you csn count on for underst^ndinp 
and advjce?'-tg which respondents could answer "none-, 'one person** 
or "mn ilm one/' Ihofe who acfenow] edged one or fnore confidants 
aha indicated the kiU of the !nlationship(i) (friend, sibling, etc 
Harried r??i|iOfident^ were considered to have a confiding ipoyial r§lat|Q!!» 
ship if tiiey Btromjly liijroed with the Uateiiient, "'Hy ipom ii ^^onipne 
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1 ffin fOitlly ttih, with eibout thiny'i that cirg iniportant to m.."' 
HdijURiJenU alio roported how frftquentiy (very oftiii, fairly often, 
oiiCf? ill i) iihile, mm, or none 5vailablo) they talkod about iiiprtant 
i'eriiuiid! iirubibiiis with eacn gf s^v^n m^qQrwi yt inioriMi d^^PUiiius: 
p^r^nt^., ifhlfiw^, Mi mUm (ovpr age 1?)* spouse, other re'la- 
ti = -i, frignij;;. fipighbgr^. Thun they indicated wHetlipr they cpiild 
jsu^Hiy, mti!"?$ or never coynt on m\\ of these tyres Df (liSDci^tes 
tuf - eip in fiD imrmq. Th! fiiean reiponF,? acrosi all avdilablo 
i=t:Le?;Dri?5 forii!f?ii tfie network intifnacy and d^ip^ndabiltty scoreSs 
fHnfcctivOly* 

Iq ifGdSurs the irare cgiitiion, quintitati^e diiDensians of social 
Support, responderitl were alked whethlf any relative (lind it so, 
wiiot typr.) ind/or cloie friends li^ed within in hpur'i drivf! and, 
if so, \m often in i typical month thiy got tofltlier with thg^o 
piipp'e. Tlisy dlsQ reported hot/ frefluoritly they ipolce in piripn or 
by phone with tiie categorii! sf inforinai asiQcidtgi listed in the 
precidiny paraqraph, excepting spoyst. ThE number of iMtoaoHei 
availabii foniid im nitwork diversity icorgj and the nm response on 
all availablt catogories foniied tht network activity icora. To nieasure 
the coheiiviness of the proHinial networks respondenti were asked how 
many things people in the neiihbdrhodd h^d in mmn, \m mf^'f peopU 
iipfd in M mi of the area* \\m oftin nfighbsrs soeialiied together, 
and how many wen in organizations outiidi the Iscil area. 

Two quiStiQni froiii thi biii line itudy fneasurtd ggml sttitudei 
about self^discloiurf and ieskiny help. Respondent! indicated whether 
th0y agreed or di^dgritd thit, "It is difficult for me to talk about iny^ 
5vlf with other pfople" and '1 y^yally try to talk out my problen! with 
nthrr people.' 



H 

In igi:i, the diito incDrpooitr^l uiyht Ji;:;ensinns uf social 
sypport; tlie priixiinily of priiiiary reiatmnihip^ jclOiD friend? m1 
roliitive^). weimV^ divcriity (nuinbi^r [?f different type^ of 

nm of th§ noiqhurhoijd, the Urfingth oF prfiiiMinsiiiniH ta mUk 
diHj seek help, the net^^^ork's inticiat;/ [pneral deyfoe of confidini]) 
and perceived depeiidablHty (far gnergcncy help), and the presence 
or iiiiRGrirp gf confidifiq relationships (with sppyse and heyond spouse), 

In the fqllcw-yp interHew, n nidsnts wore asked which of 16 
f^ajor life even's th^y had enCQuntered in the four ye^r^j since the 
base lino interview. They indicated how trgublesofne each event 
incQuntered had been andj if ''sortat'' or "yery'' troyblesoiM, whether 
or not they had approached anyone for advice or assiitahce. Those whs 
reported seeking help were a'^kid whom they had contacted. The nthiT 
trQubiod respDfident*; were asked to indicate which of ris reasons 
e?(pl3ir.ed their decision nnt to consyU others (more than one could 
be checked): they fllE able to liandje it alone, they felt no one 
would be capibli of or intarestid in helping i they knew no one to 
talk tOi they thoyght it m too j/er^,nnai, or they decided that ieel(= 
ing help took too mch effort, in h m\Ur fasliion respondents 
describid the day-to-day frystrations ind aypvations eroiintered in 
four adult roles (work, iisney managefnent, niarriage and parenthood] and, 
for those with nuiiierous frustritigfiSi how troubleioine they hid bten, 
Iho^i who reported being "^oitiewhat" or "very" troubled were aUed 
whether or not they syyqht help^ Aiain, for lach troijbleiOfiie role, 
the helper^ coiitacied or reasons for not seeking a^iistance were 
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recrtih By coifbiniiig the mmm to dll ovefits ^nd rolo-relfUpd 
fruUfdtiQ!i5 it m pm\hh to classify m\\ re^pond^nt as ^ holp^ 
k'eker (Mdne who coniuited ethers for hi ]m[ Qm iriyMmm 
m\i fir ^et Qf roic fryitrniinn^j, a ncn^^^eeKer {mm wiio iiandied 
nil trDi!lilesDii;e chahge^ witiiQut apaliny for help), an untrnybloti 
cii^nyer [mwm m eKperiencod onf or ingro changes M m never 
trnybied by i\m] or a non^hangir (Kiiri^one ^^ho had incounteretl 
netthe! eyenL^ ngr siii)5tantial irole fryslratiofis since the ]m 
ifiicrvieij. 

Heasyrei of l^e ll -Bein g 
Id mm the ipet of life evenL^ gii psycfiOlggical w8ll=b8ii!y, 
the fpiIow=up intorviiw ripeatPd thra§ irii^surei froni tdi base-Hrie 
styd)': Rgienb2rg*s (l9S5j 5elf-estefin scale, the mki^ and diprfs^ 
im sub^Kalei of the Hopkins Spptoms feklist (Derogate, et ah, 

and I piyctiologicai diitreii scale designid ipecifically for 
thii itudy. Ihe distress scale 15 ilie m%i fsiiiningfyl iridicitpr in 
lliD prt?^gfU itudy b^ause it flitasutEd most directlj the degree of 
eiitionai upset trigprid by the evEntl and frii^trations inuriiratid 
by a repndpnt (for dttaiU of the scale's construction, see Piarlin, 
Wh), Sjcorei for gdcfi mim riprtsented the mn mpm^ mm 
itci'is. 



mm 



k)Ws [ho yDiple as a whole, 35 percent of th§ nKpfjndent^ riclruwl- 
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edqd Sitivinq a cnnfidaiit (not induJiiig their ^pny^eh diid sliijliily 
Qvor Qne=haif ci^iiiiiod to km than ono siJch - : ni*;jiifi [5^3,1 
table 1). Hitli rUie, !:p:<ever. tli^ litelihotM] of havinq a corifiddnt 
^rnimm hynifiLKiily: ihu prcportin^ .il nUiir Mi^ (uver aijp bSj 
iac^inq di! iiiliiUdte CniUpanjiin wt^^ twice a^ hifjii a^ ainnnq mf\[\ M.H 
(und^r aye 35); the ige differerce was nere pronQiinc^d for m 

Harried mi sopirated indiyidyah wero ne(,rly twici as likely to he 
wilhgut a cunfidifit as divorced, widg^'ed or single respondents , About 
twic! as fiBfiy nales as fomales failed to rfport 1 confidant, Although 
eqidl proportions of blacks and whitfi licW a confidant, blicki 
weri significintly le^s likely to have more than one such cofiipanion. 
SpciQ-ocoraic status, as i^easiired by ediicitioral lovol, did not clearly 
diffifentiat^ people with mm without an intimati associate. In 
gentral, thin, spdal background differinces In the likellhgod of 
having a confidant concurred with findings froni preyioijs studies. 

friinds were the iitost ciim type of issociate silectid for an 
intlinati relationihip, liiey w^re ntontinned by nearly thrge=fdurths gf 
the respondents who had a confidant, Over ont-fourth claimed a sibling 
as a confidant, 18 percent cfiosg a parent, ifl pircent niined a cMId, 
and lb pircont inlected a fnore dtiynt rellti^e. As would be expected, 
the proportion nofiiinating a parent difinniihed signif l*:hatly with age-, 
\ [l] = 50.112, p ^ .001, while the percentage naining a child ificreased, 
\ [l] - ^Lii, p ,00h Dthof^^tsi, social background (age, gender and 
race) hgd no significant effect gn the type of aiiociate chosen for i 
confiding rgldtiniiship. 
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Tibis I 

DilferehcBS in Sociil Btickground Aniong Rispondentl 

, Thi pirviiivtfiiii of eonfidanti raiigd t^^ 

with TwD or ^torsp One^ or No Conf!dant(i) * " ■ ^ 

Hi tat such a rilitjpniiilp limply lacfeld i social network lufficiintly 

.. ^_^^- , „- , lirgi or eohtsive or i\m it hand to porate intiniiti ttel, Ihi dati, 

1^ Nwevefi provide snly Mfginal sypport for thii hptfieiii (sit table 2). 

mML MIM iL ^ Mil Contrslling for age, gondir and rice, the netwBrki of riipsndints who 

? N I N I N 

M confidants wire no iriore divirsi thin aniong tfiOSi wtio lucked an in= 

tiiMte coiiipanipn* /In Qyirwhllniing and iquivalint proportion of eich 

Mil n m) IHI56) — - - pup (iW BE pirctnt) ripprted relitives ^ 

Aqi> riryyn , , ^ rispondents witfi confidants hid a groitar variety of relatives close at 

i'O - 35 ?8 (1?^) 32 (96) iO (31) hand. liMi iiioit confidants pntioned were fr^ 

h - » % {lU) 3! (i^2) 15 ( ?ii ^^^^ p^^P^g ^jjl^ fj^l^^jj^ li^j^^ ^^^^^^ ^^^g jj^^^^ 1^^^^ jj^^ 
^ ?5 47 (13^1 34 ( 99) 19 ( !4) 

tiinatt cG.!ipanion. Indeed, virtually tyeryone reporting inore tiian one 

^^'^^ ^ '^-^ csnfidini relitionshtp had close friends living Hithin an hoyr'i drive* 

52 (223) 27 (118) 21 ( 90) 

^ , ,^ , coniparid to only thrti-quirteri Of riipondint! w Thi 

fmiln 5^1 1351) 36 (231) 10 ( 66) ^ ■ / i - r 

inflyinc^ of nilghborM Qohisiveness was stirillarly equivocal. On the 

Racg WAl 1 M 

,,,,, „ one hand, rispondents without inllinate tle^ 

phite ^3 (481) 31 (269) U (!27) ^ 

i 

9l,3Gk 42 (68) 44 (71) \) {24) copiittvely fewer thinp in coiion; On the ot 

.... .. . ^. ^ .. niighbofi bfing ictivi In pupi autiide the aril and described rates of 

ftarrlid 51 (404! 32 (254! i? (130) ntighborhogd iDciibillty and fiebility that w^^^ 

Imr^M 38 (II) (14) 14 ( 4) rispondints who hid cgnfidants. 

Divm-Did 63 ( 31) 27 ( 22) 10 ( Sj 

In contrast to divinity, pfO)(iiiilty and cohiiivenysii the influence 

WifNnd -jS ( 54) 37 ( 36) 8 ( i) 

V\^h 65 (54) 28 (23) 7 ( 6) of activity (frequency of contact with network 

..... of having a confidant wii eleir and conilitent. tmm rtipondints re- 

Mr\\ \2 37 ( 97) 45 (120! IS (47) porting frlindi living nearby Jill thin a third yitli no intin^^^ 

I? 51 [m 30 (10!) n (40) yw friendi once a wiik Of iiiore, CDprid to niar^ 

13 - n % [m 26 ( 64) 18 (44) 
!hnr fiirn fi4 (138) 26 ( Yl) 10 (21) 
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Dlflreflcpi yn IteasufBS of Social Netwrks and Help-Steklng Attitudes 
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fiiQfe thari one eonfidant. Interactions with nearby relativei reflieiid 
a slinilir pattern, as did the mmn of genenl nitworfe icHvitji icroii 
111 tpi of \nUm] aiiDditei. Sll of theie diffirencei wiri in- 
depindint of igg, pridar and riCi. 

Favorable attitudis tQward itlf-=disc!Qiuri ind leeting hilp iUq 
ilPid to inhinci the ehincii of havinp a confidant. Thn^fiftfii of 
ttii fiipQfidints wlthgyt ifitiiti tiis confesiri to hiving troubli 
talking about thefliiilvii with Qthirh ^oniparid to Qne^half of those 
with gng and only two^flfthi of thoie with fiiofi than oni confidant. Only 
eni-liilf of thoit without a confidant filt thty usual ly tritd to talk 
ovir pfoblifns with otheri, conipirid to two-thirds of ttiosi with one 
or mn Intimiti rilationships, Thiii differencis difiiinishtd with agi 
and fiilid to appiir iiiigng blacks, !et, cDntrolling for the efficts 
of Pice and gindirj the network intiiiiacy and dependability scale 
icgrei wffi both lignif icantly higher aiiiong pespondinti who had confidants 
In luiiit the Hkill-iod of hiviiig a confidint did not siefn to refliet 
limply the ivailability of loolal suppora. Thi niofe dlscriitiinating 
factors invelvid how reipoiiganti perceived and related to their social 
nitworks, thosi who ripoftid an intiiMtia rilationsblp Intaracted witji 
infonal aiiodatei mari frequently, laygtit the couniil of a variety 
of network niinibiri with greater rigylarity, fait itigri at ease ravfaling 
probliflis and pirional infonatlon to othin, and axprissfd greater 
confidence that infonnil aisociatei would rispond to riqyesti for help. 
Help^Sijking Behavio r 
3inGe individuals who lacked conftdanti ilio appaired to have 
cofiiparativiiy less ictivii intiniate and sypportivi SDclal netHorki, 
it is not lurprislng that thgy found It mn difficult to SDlicit and 
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ffcefyi dii1stin£i In eoping with {nijor ilfi chingii {m tabli 31, 
Althougli the groupi riportid an iquiviiint nuifibir of lygnts and rpii^ 
nliUd fruiiratiofiii @nly oni^hiif of thoii withpyt gonf jdariih coinparid 
to two4hifd| of fiipondint! Mith in intiiMti ccoipinioni elaoted to 
iiek help. Soeiil backgroyndi mmti mi\mt tMl rflitionihlp; 
hiving a confidant failed to alter thi lUellM of hflp-iagking ainoRg 
thi elderly, ng ftntalei and ainong blaeki. 

The rmm non-siifeiri pve for not consul tiog othin alio 
dlffiffntiated riipondinti with yenyi withsut confidantii yhili 
mpondinti maintained that they defirrid froffl help^eekini itmply 
because they felt they could handli thi probl^ ^ithoyt iiiistincei 
00 perceiit of the non^siikirs i^ho lackid confidants, cofflparid to iO 
percent of non^seekefi who had a confidifit, ixprissad soil rtiycianci 
to approaching others for issiitancei Thii djffiririce i^ii not i^ff acted 
by agi* gender or race. 

Aiiiong reipondanti wtio did coniylt otherii having intiiiiate 
felatignihip seiiiid to affict thi type of hilpirs peopll approichid. 
yhlle inost hilp^siekars lookid to thair Infoniii] nitwork (friends^ 
niighbgri, co-workirs, family miitibefl Of Other rilitlvaij to pfovldl 
issistancif one-fourth of thpie who licked cgnf jdanti wira entjrily 
dipendent upon profeiilonali, conipaFid to only 10 percint of the hilp^ 
seektrs who had confidahti. Againt hgweverj thi difference difiijnlslied 
with age and was characteristic of iDilis but npt f^lii ind whitii 
but not blacky. 

tepact on HllUMni 
With c&Dpafitlvely wiak loclil nitworki and strong diiposniofii 
against tyrning to othirs for supporti riipondinti (without confldariti 
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appeifed to U mn vulnerable to thi patintlill^ itriiiful \m^l of 
lifi iVintii Their mm oii thi mmm of piycholoilcal will- 
bilng confirtiied tMs yulnifibllity (ill tibli 3), Cpntrolllng for the 
iffecti of igi, gindr and rioi ind idjuitiflf fflf diffirinces in initial 
(biit line) scores, respondinti wittat eonfidinti reportid iignificintly 
griitif piyclialDgleal distriis In the follow-up intirvi^ than those 
nIio hid Qni or iiiori Intlmiti tin, Tfioii wltM confldinti alio 
exhibltid siplflcintly lOHir silf^istean and iligl)tly,but not 
Iignificintly, higher livili of an^dity and dipreiiion, Thi only 
ilplflcmt tnterictlon iffict riviilid that the ibienci of a con- 
fldint hid i griitir inipact on silf-iitiiffl inKing mmn than inin. 
Confiding In Qiii'i Spgyii 
CBllictively, thisi findings ppovldi a biiik portrait of ipeiil 
lypporti and idjuitiiiints to strissful events among thi fifteen pircant 
Df riipondints who hid no cgnfldaats. But the image Is fnltlgatid by 
thf fact that two-tMrdi of thiii Individuals win able to confldi in 
their ipouii, liiving only four pircint of the lamplf withgut any 
wnfidinp relitloniNlp, Niverthileis, thrjiasurii of loclil support 
hilp-ieiMng bihavigr and tfell-bilng portrayed this four percent as 
a groypwitti draimtlcally Impreveflshed reioureei and highly lui^eptibli 
to itfiis fiii table 4), Compirid to groups of riipondents iiho hid 
Eonftding filatiEinihipi with and/or beyond thiir ipoyiii and controlling 
for thi effteti of igii gindir, race and fflarltil stitui, thou who had 
no inUmiti lies reportid liii dlvirse, lisi aetivi and, ii ixpiEted, 
leii Intiiiiite social nitwgrki, as well ii liil eonfidence that infofnial 
aiisclatii could provldi Emirgincy isiistanci. Thiy were liiofi likily to 
be bothirid by one or more events or sets of roli*felateJ fruitritionii 
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Control ling for effects of anei pnder, rsci and marital status^ and 
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)fit liii lifeily tg ink hilp of feel iilNrillant in thi fm of 
trDybliiaini changes, thou nho did turn to Dtliiri Mirt mth mori 
dipendint ypori prDfeiiloniii than mn help^iiikefs who could confide 
In thiir spouii and/or othirl. It is little miit, thin, M 
Individuali with no Intiniati relitisnihip poited hlghir iivils of 
piyehologica) diitreii and psycho-son^tlc ipploini ai will ai Iswir 
5ilf-fitei!ii (igajn, adjuiting fcp bast Uni dlfferpcei in m\U 
being and controlling for age, gindr* race and' marital itatui). 

pifferinces Mmf\ reipondinti who confidid only in thiir spouii 
virius only In saitiiDne else wen not ai pronouncid. Curiouily, 
liowivgr, aitlioygh jndividmU who selictid a eonfidijig rilationihip 
Qiitilds of niirriagi fepoftfd mori active and intiinate iQCial nitworki, 
ind seefiied better able to turn to others-'^espiciilly infofiMl aiioci- 
atei--for help or to expreii self-relianci in tbi faci of troublew 
changei* they hid lomiwhat lowir scoris on mmm of silNbiing 
thin did thoie who confided only in thitr ipoyii. 

The findings Piconfirjn thi conclusioni of prtviDys itydiis that 
the absince of intiinite ties liavis woni It a lignificant disadvafitigt 
in thi face of potintiiliy itriiiful Hfi iventL Reipsndints Hho had 
no confidants, particiilariy thosi who alio win unible to confidi In 
their ipoysi^ rapDrted coiiipirativa))/ yndipahdabli locjal lupport net^ 
worh* a relatively low inclination to turn to otheri for advici. 



iiliitarici or iftiotiojiil lupport, andi undaritandably, grtater deficits 
lii psychoiogicil vjilUhiing li a function of mijor life changii, In 
contrast to privioui inytstiiitioni, taiver, irost of which focyied 
on oni type of event or oni age group, the present study was able to 
docuiiiint thi benefits of cDnfidanti acrois a variity of striisfiii 
changei and lofdii five decides of adulthood. 

The lowir friquency of confiding ralationshipi afsong thi elderly 
was not lyrpriiing, Otheri have reported that, coiiiparid to yoang and 
middle-aged adyltSi an older pirion hii lire difficulty replacing 
felitionihipi lost by diath or relocation (Riley, FOnar and SssociatiSi 
l9iS)i of iven maintaining rilationships in thi face of mouating and 
tiriioma dfinands of tin thrust upon iiiociatii by thi older pirson'i 
declininp hiiltti and diprtciatad fiiorile illiyi I9j3], lorwai it 
syrpriiing that thi proportion of ©Idef rispondents withoyt a confident 
lixclyding p'Jiaj wis highir aniong m (31 pircintj than wonien (10 
;)ircint), gfyin the priitir tindancy anion; inalas to ihy away froM 
Intifflite ittichMts 4nd ihira QOnfidincai only with thiir wife (Arth^ 
1912; m% Wi\ Lawenthal and yiiih Wh ?mn and eyltina, Wi) 

[onsidanrig thi advantigii biitowid by intiimtl tiiii tlii dii^ 
ippiiranci of confiding filationihipi In old age was disconcerting, Of 
CQUfii, sQine would argui that the findlnos indlcati that conf Idanti are 
lass affective resources in aid aqe thin In larlier yaars^ since having 
confidant did not affict hilp^iiiking behavior is much among alder as 
anigng young and (niddlMgid reipondenti. Sut thli age affect iiped 
to fiflict agi dlfrifencei In ittitydis about siiklng hilp inori than 
thi wanlfig adaptivinisi of CDnfidanti. tong reipondints who lacked 
confidanti, the propprtlon iKprisiing relyctinca to talk to othirs 
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about theiiisflyii or tlin'r problniti rm'mi conitint mMi m groups 
taong thesi m hid confidants, hmm, m propDrtian gfiw itiidily 
to thi ppint thiti in litir idulthood, iUf m longir appeirid sigfiifi-= 
Ciiilly iiior^ cotiffoftiblf eonfiil1n| in ethers than did feipDndinti with 
no inttiiiate assoclitgi (ixcluding ipoysi). In contrast to thiii agi 
diangts In ittitydiii ip did not midlate tte significant asiPciationi 
Mmm confiding filatipnshipi ind well-hiing; ivin in the oldist agi 
pyp, individuils with intiiiiati tiei reporttd Ins diitreis and higher 
Silf-istiiiih Appifintly, thin, the advsntagi that intiiMte rilation- 
ihlpi supply to swni confrontad with striisfyl lifl chingii liei not 
only in thi physical and imotlonal rcsoi'TEii thiy prgvidi whin aikid to 
help* but in their ifnir preience in thi face of stress and in thi con- 
fidenca they iniplre that iiiiitance and ppathy are ayailable if niedid. 
fiivin the loll of iilf-confldencf and control oytr one's iifi that often 
iccgpny aging, the additional loss of epnfidafiti in old age becginis 
all thi we diicgncirtlng, 

Having a confidant did not appear to bi simpiy a ffltani of eoitipen- 
.sating for thi abiinei of an intimatt ipousil rilatlsnihip since thi 
livelihood of riporting a confidant was unrelated to the d^gr^e to 
which rfspondinti flit thiy CQuU ovtr probleitii with th^ir hiisband 
or wife. Indiid, these two types of intlniate tin (ipoysal and isitra^ 
jiiarital) sfgiied to encour|ge different apprdachis to itreiifyl chanpi, 
IndtvidiiaU who lacked extra^fflariul eonfidanti but who could confidi 
in their ipoyse wire leii tnclinid to iiek help for strei^fyl ivints 
and, whin they did, liiore dipindint upon profiisionali thin re- 
^pondenti whose intipiati eonipanlDns did not inciyde their spoyii, ^ot, 
Uw m\k\ nitworks among theie two groupi wen comparably activi and 



deptndabli, and both typfl of intiinatei hilpid to ivirt the dgficiti 
iii wilUbeing that trDybleionii chingii pncipitatey mm^ riipondenti 
\yith no confiding rilitionihips it ill, Although diffirinces were not 
dri!fiatiCt confiding in ont'i spouie appeared to provide ilightly better 
iniurinee igiinit thi itriiifyl Impact of mijor lifi chingis than relying 
ypon friindi or nlitivii as eofifidinti. Surprisingly, having intimate 
rflitipnihipi both within and biyond tlie piarltal bond was no mori 
Kjaptivi than confiding exelyiively in one'i ipouse. These findiiigi 
riinfareed the eonelysioni of athr itudiei (Ounckliy and MUi 19?9; 
Heiis, in priii) that, iiDong se^iral typii of intimate companipni. one's 
hyiband or wife is the most effietive buffer against slrisi. In tha 
pfiiirit study, howevir. cloii frimdi and relatives were only fliarglnaliy 
less iffictlvi ilternatlm. 

ytiile iPiiii riiearchers have bun concirned with identifying tlii inBit 
idiptive type of intimate asspciite* otherg havi ipiculatid whether 
Intimati rilatiofiihipi in general provide a bittir buffir to stress 
than a diverie network of superficial tils. The findings of thi pnienl 
Itudy question thi fljianingfylniss of this lisue* since respondinti who 
have coni idantj alio win likely to have rilitivily active and diverse 
ipcial nitworks, Indefd* lince raspondinti with confidants tinded to 
display "hialthier" networks in a variety of resptcti, oni cannat bi 
certain whether the diffirences observed in this study reflected tin 
advantagis of hiving a confldint iii particylar or of having supportivi 
social nitworks in giniril In ill fiirnisi, however, pifhaps ttii 
present data were not will suited to evalyating the comparitivi iffieti^^ 
ness of having one or two eonfidanti virsys a wealth of acpintanciii 
since thi iiiori socially iiolattth unstable and highly itreisid nieinberi 
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of thi Qrigifiil iinipli win undfr-repfiientid in thi follow-up sufyiy. 
1ft firti the findings prDbibly avereitlmate thi propgnien of urbin 
adulti whD liiYi eonfidirtSj as will ii thi proportiofi whoii soeiil 
mimU provldf an effeetive buffer to striiiful lift ivinti* 

1 have prisifitid thi finding! In 3 ffanniF that iugpiti that thi 
prisenci sf Ibsenci of Intidiati attichiHinti pfiCidid and thiPifpfe 
iffictid pioplf 'I iffpfti to eopo with itFiSifyl chafigii in adulthoDd. 
Although this mm mti logjcil than Hi invrifi, the EroiMictional 
naturt nf study incauragii yi to conildir thi pQiiibility that 
CQfifiding filitionihipi wfFi a coniiquinci rithir thin in antieident 
of piopli'i fiiponsis to itriisfyl llfi chingis. Lgwenthal and Mii 
(19?6) ifpd that nigotjatlng I eriili m havi a unifying affict on 
I pfpseri's inttniiti rolitlonihipi. Priiiimably, cfisas can aha turn 
icquiintincii into friindi, lich Cluial chain H mn accyrate? 
Tte afficti iri prDbibly riclprocal, 5p that the iupport confidanti 
lupply in ipiinti of dlitriss sifvis not aniy to yiiitain wilUbiine 
biit alio to stFingthiFi thi eonfiding rilattonship. Ik iiiut Ein bi 
fisQlvid only through longitidunal Invistigatlons. 

In mh thi priiint itydy reafflrniid the adiptivi lignificinci 
of confiding rilationihipi in efforti to mininiiii Ihi itreiiful impact 
of liiajsr life changis In adulthood, Clou friindi, reUtivii, and 
particularly one4 ipousi lieed to lUpply usiful riioyrcii in thi 
fact of troublesoine evintii ovin whin not askid directly for idyieei 
isiiitanci or aiiotional luppoft, It ronnini uncirtain, howivir, 
whetlier thi resourcii luppliid by confiding rilations are lupirior 
to the support Intfividuah m obtain froni a larger nitwork of lupir^ 
ficiai ties, ori^hethar confidanti and acqualntancei pravide truly 



diitifictivi and coiiipliiiBntiry resoufcii. The iniwir to this luistion 
Fiqyirii a clour iximinition of how individuili actuaily uii the 
varlQui coinponenti of their social support nttwork in the facf of 
striiiful life ivints. 
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